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In the special section on the “President’s Science
Advisory Committee Revisited,” William Gold-
en’s opening remarks glide by an interesting his-
torical point—why his proposals were not liter-
ally accepted. There was no presidential science
adviser appointed in 1950 or 1951, although Oli-
ver E. Buckley and Lee A. DuBridge, two early
chairmen of the Science Advisory Committee
worked very hard to expand the role of the Com-
mittee. President Truman’s action, in fact, oc-
curred at a tirne when a National Science Founda-
tion was being established, but in a form
deliberately stripped of many attributes proposed
by Vannevar Bush in Science—The Endless Fron-
tier. Nor were there any intentions of establishing
an “OSRD* for a new mobilization or for peace-
time. The Advanced Research Projects Agency in
DOD, I suppose, came closest to that option. But
there appeared to be no intention of elevating sci-
ence advice.

Only the Sputnik crisis, with its international
implications reversed that trend. But those very
origins guaranteed that PSAC and the Science Ad-
viser would place a heavy focus on national secu-
rity. George Kistiakowsky’s published diary con-
firms that emphasis, even as it shows him also
concerned about the health of the scientific enter-
prise in general, and other less spectacular issues
arising from the civilian scientific agencies of the
govemment—for example, health and environ-
mental issues.

In short, I find the remarks in the Hofstra Con-
ference to be very interesting and well-inten-
tioned but somewhat beside the point. Prior to
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James Killian’s appointment, there was real anger
in some quarters of the scientific community
over the lack of visible status and input—despite
summer studies and the proliferation of non:
profit think tanks. The contrast with the status of
economics—which had a Council of Economic
Advisers in the White House—was quite galling
and still arouses passions in some breasts. If we
are talking about desired effective advice, there
are many options open to any administration be-
sides a PSAC. What has evolved now, as noted by
several of the contributors to this issue, is an in-
credible structure of offices and committees, per-
manent and ad-hoc, within the executive branch,
with a lesser proliferation in the Congress. The
tight, snug little world described by our memoir-
ists no longer exists. Reconstituting PSAC as
such will not work.

The members of SAC and PSAC, of course, de-
serve credit for their accomplishments. Their la-
bors, indeed the entire science advisory apparatus
from Eisenhower to Nixon, rested, however, on
several assumptions: (1) that “science” [or re-
search} was a unity and that therefore a limited
group of leaders could represent all issues and all
constituencies; {2) that they could maintain an
intellectual and administrative independence for
“science”’ while serving whatever were the poli-
cies of the administration in power; and (3} that
(following from the former) they could establish a
harmony between the needs of the nation's re-
search and development enterprise and the priori-
ties of any administration. Severe restrictions ex-
ist in all three assumptions, especially today. A
messy, pluralistic situation prevails which is not
at all suitable for the kind of retum-to—PSAC
nostalgia displayed here. There is a real need for
creative thinking in this important area of science
policy and, it appears, a need for new models.
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